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The T-arc?.-Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan far t~~e
Nata.arzal Capital designates the Reed-Coake area as a
°`5p~~cial Tr_eat.ment Area", and defines ~.t ~s a pocket of
C-~°2 in the Adams Morgan Community .

of public hearing, which was published
of Columbia Register_ an ~epterrxber ~~, 1986,
a proposal to change ~~he zoning of various fats in

es 2560, 2562, 2563, 2566, 2567, and 2571. frarcr. C-~z-2 to
R-S-B .
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The C-I`~-2 Leistrict permits medium bulk cozr~mercial and li ght
manufacturing bases, t.a a maximum floor area ratio (FARE of
~ .0 a.nd a maximum height lizrtit of sixty feet, with new
residential uses prohibited .

Z'he R-5-F3 L~~strict permits znat~er-~of°right d~rvelopment af_
general_ residential uses ir:cluding single°family dwellings,
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The District of Ca~.umbia Office of Planning (OP), by
zrzemaY°andum dated October 1C), 1.986, and by testimony
presented at the public hearing, supports R-S-~P rezoning,
particularly for major clusters of exi.stirxg housing®

	

`fhe OF
believes

	

that

	

this

	

is

	

consis tent e=yit.h

	

the

	

Comprehensive
Plan, with the surrounding zaning az:~d with the
density goal . caning options would apply to the remainder
of the area . Fixed use or cammerc°ia1-industrial zoning
applied to existing residences would be an encouragement far
redevelopment ar~d iz~ conflict with city goals .

e OP further believes tlbat rezoning to R-5-1~ would fulfill_
the Comprehensive Plan designation of the residential
component as medium density . Th .iti; zone district is also
moderate enough in perma_tted FAR (1 .8} to serve as a conser-
vation zone for row dwellings . T'he R-S-B is the predami_nate
surrounding residential zone . It should be hated that 1®8
FAR is only three stories at 60 percent lot coverage® Man~p
older raw dwellings exceed 60 percent coverage, sa that many
ro~fir dwellings of only t.wa stories are rat far belo~T a 1 .8
FAR . This margin leaves little incentive far land assembly
a.nd neca deve~_opment under R-5-B controls . The R°5-B leaves
the sma.ll_er row houses ti~aith some opportunity
rwanstruc°.tiarn of additions without going to the F3aard of
~arxing Adjustment ~F3ZA~ for approval . The a.1tE=rrzative of
mappinl~ R°4 (0 .9 FARE ar R-S-A l_ .0 FARE would make most o~
the existing raw dwellings nanconfarm_~ng st .ruotures, thereb

airing BZA approval of an addition to a noncanforml_ng
structure .

sarT,r Neighborhood Comm~_ssian (ANC) 1C, by testimony
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Counoilmembers Betty Ann Dane, ~~i1.da H ® Mason, Frank smith,
and Jahn Ray, by testimony presented at the public: hearing
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the residential community groupsa
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On Apx~_~? 20, 1987 at a special meeting, the Camm~ission
considered two memoranda dated April 1?, a~8? Pram the OP .
~u~~sec~uent to d~_scussian, the Carnmissian vested 2-1 not to

lot 88Q ire ~c~uare 263 . 73ec.ause the Commission did.
a zna jarit~j vote to carry the motion, the Chairman
retard open for a member of the Cummissiaxl, ~-aho was

dance, to cast an absE~ntee voter On April 2?,
member of the Com~"nission Troted nest to rezone laf:

Square 263 .

re20nE'
nest have
left the
nest in
1 ~ ~ t ,

8~i~ 1.n

ion to x~ef.ter understand the use and ixnpravemE~x7t on
in ~c~uare ju63

The Zaning Commission believe~> that the proposed arneT~dments
to the Zon~..ng ~~ap a~' the District of Caluzc~bia are in the
best interest of the District of Columbia, are consistent
w? th the _,'_ntent and purpose of the Zoning Regulations and
Zaning Att, and are nest ixltonsistent <<rith the Comprehensive
Plan far the National Capit,a?_ .

The proposed action of the Zc:~ning Cammiss~_an to rezone
various properties in t?~E= Reed-Caake area w~~s referred to
the National fapital P~_anni.ng Commission, pursuant to the
District of Calumk~~.a Self-Government and fovernmental
RearExanization Act . The Nf.FC, thratzerh i.t.s Executive
Director a.nd by report dated February 4, 19 7, found that
th.e proposed action of the Zoning Commission would nest
adversel_~,j affect the Federal Estal-alishment ar other Federal

ests ix~ f.he NatiEarxal Capital., rear be inconsistent with
the Campreherbsa_Tre Flan f_ar the National Capita)_ .

ThE? submission by Ad~risory Neighborhood Car r~~_ssion - 1C did
not satisfy the Zoning Commission°s procedural rea~airements
for

	

axz ANC

	

to be accorded th.e

	

°`great weight°°

	

to whith it
would ~?E?

	

en.titled .

	

The

	

Zoning CarG~li scion

	

note :3

	

that

	

the
special sta.tutary role of Ai~?Cs also entails specific
procedural responsibilities . The Zaning Commission is
therefore of the vies;' that the °°greaf. weight°° reau
does n.at apply to the submission of ANC-1C . Nonetheless,
the Zoning Commission has tonsidereca that submis~~ian ir.~ it~a
decision .

In cansideratior. of the reasons set forth herein, the Zaning
Commission for the District of Columbia hereby order)
APPROVAL of the al7_awing amendments to the Zoning I~ap of
the District of Calumbia~
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CHANGE FROP~I C-~1-2 TO R-5®~?
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Vote of the 7on.ing Commi
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disposition of that one remaining proper_t1 by a vote off:
(Patric°ia N® Mathews, ~iohn G® Parsons, and George
noTr to rezone ?_at 880 in Square 2563 m La.nc?sley William~s,
opposed and N[a~belle 'f® ~ennett, not voting not have
g~«rticipated in the case ®

Sn acc°ordance witt~~ the provisions of Section 3028 of the
?oning Regul Lions,® this order is final and ei:f~>.c~tive upon.
p7a.blicatiorz
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